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Abstract: The integrative potential of LPBF-printed parts for various innovative applications depends
upon the robustness and infallibility of the part quality. Eliminating or sufficiently reducing factors
contributing to the formation of defects is an integral step to achieving satisfiable part quality.
Significant research efforts have been conducted to understand and quantify the triggers and origins
of LPBF defects by investigating the material properties and process parameters for LPBF-printed
geometries using various sensing technologies and techniques. Frequently, combinations of sensing
techniques are applied to deepen the understanding of the investigated phenomena. The main
objectives of this review are to cover the roles of selective sensing technologies by (1) providing
a summary of LPBF metal print defects and their corresponding causes, (2) informing readers of
the vast number and types of technologies and methodologies available to detect defects in LPBF-
printed parts, and (3) equipping readers with publications geared towards defect detection using
combinations of sensing technologies. Due to the large pool of developed sensing technology in
the last few years for LPBF-printed parts that may be designed for targeting a specific defect in
metal alloys, the article herein focuses on sensing technology that is common and applicable to
most common defects and has been utilized in characterization for an extended period with proven
efficiency and applicability to LPBF metal parts defect detection.

Keywords: additive manufacturing; laser powder bed fusion (LPBF); defect classification;
defect detection; sensing technologies

1. Introduction

Additive manufacturing (AM) is the fabrication process of generating precise geomet-
rical shapes through the sequential deposition of incremental layers. The application range
of AM is incredibly vast and continues to garner increased industry attention due to its
rapid prototyping potential. It offers flexible design freedom, short lead times, and reliable
manufacturability of dense parts. AM of metals is accomplished by fully melting either
powder or wire feedstock using the energy input from a laser or electron beam. The energy
strategically lays the melted metal in a specific configuration for the current layer. The
deposition of each layer is repeated until the physical part is completed. The various AM
methodologies can be taxonomized by the binding mechanism(s) between the joined layers
of material and the aggregate state and nature of the feedstock material composition. Metal
AM binding mechanisms can be classified into three main processes: laser beam melting
(LBM), electron beam melting (EBM), and laser metal deposition (LMD). Other names for
the LBM process include laser powder bed fusion (LPBF), selective laser melting (SLM),
direct metal laser sintering (DMLS), and laser metal fusion [1]. The LBM and EBM methods
are powder bed-based processes, where the product is developed by melting metal powder
layer by layer using a high-performance laser (LBM) and electron beam gun (EBM). The
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powder bed platform is lowered after each layer of exposure to create vertical space for the
new layer of powder. LBM operates in a protective inert gas chamber environment, while
EBM operates under vacuum conditions. The LMD process applies metal powder through
a nozzle while simultaneously melting the feedstock using a laser. In LMD processes, the
deposition heat is typically repositioned for each layer while the part is kept stationary. A
stationary deposition head and moving base plate have also been proven to work.

The proof-of-concept for each AM process has been established, though some technolo-
gies have been more popular than others, including LPBF. For the LPBF printing process,
the metal powder substrate is deposited from an industrial hopper or an adjacent powder
supply and smoothed using a leveling system to achieve a uniform distribution. Once the
scan has been completed for the current height, the build plate is slightly lowered, and the
next layer is deposited and smoothed. This process is repeated until the part is completed.
The laser beam sources for all current LPBF technologies are ytterbium or Nd-YAG fiber
lasers with a power range between 200 and 1000 W that can generate a laser spot diameter
range between 50 and 100 µm [2]. The variability of other parameters, such as scan speed,
hatch spacing, and layer thickness, usually depends on the particular machine’s limitations.

Though the LPBF process can produce highly accurate and complex parts, it is not
immune to defects. The types of defects can be mainly attributed to the material’s (ther-
mophysical and microstructural) properties and the manufacturing process parameters.
Theoretically, combining optimized process parameters and appropriate material prop-
erties should provide synergistic conditions to produce parts with no defects. In reality,
however, the appropriate conditions for a one-part build may be unacceptable for another,
producing unforeseen defects not observed in prior prints. Significant research efforts
have been reported to understand and quantify the triggers and origins of LPBF defects by
investigating the material properties and process parameters for various geometries. These
investigations into defect detection and monitoring are accomplished through three pri-
mary sources: sensing technologies (optical, thermal, acoustic, and ultrasonic), numerical
methods (finite element, finite volume, analytical coding), and the integration of artificial
intelligence (AI) models (supervised, unsupervised, and semi-supervised).

The goals of this review article are to cover the roles of sensing technologies by (1) providing
a summary of LPBF metal print defects and their corresponding causes, (2) informing readers
of the vast number and types of technologies and methodologies available to detect defects
in LPBF-printed parts, and (3) equipping readers with publications geared towards defect
detection using combinations of sensing technologies.

2. Classification of LPBF Defects

The LPBF printing process has a high probability that something can go wrong, despite
the process being considered thoroughly optimized. There is no such printed LPBF part
that is perfectly free of flaws. The complexity of the LPBF printing process counters many
inherent phenomena that are not fully understood. Massive research efforts have been
reported to understand these phenomena and eliminate or reduce defect probabilities. The
standard approach to mitigating defects is to evaluate and reevaluate the process parame-
ters and/or material compositions based on the data collected in situ and post-processing
techniques. The generally reported defects are divided into four separate categories:
(1) geometrical/dimensional defects, (2) surface-quality defects, (3) microstructure defects,
and (4) mechanical defects. Many of these presented defects can be considered interrelated
or even interdependent.

2.1. Geometrical/Dimensional Defects

Geometrical and dimensional defects can be attributed to either user and/or ma-
chine errors. User errors are typically resolved as the user becomes accustomed to LPBF
technology. However, machine errors are often inevitable, though some can be reduced.

User errors include (1) unoptimized manual input process parameters, (2) improper
machine configuration setup and preparation, and (3) faulty usage of support structures.
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Unoptimized manually input process parameters are those process parameters (i.e., laser
power, hatch spacing, scan speed) that the user can directly control. Certain part defects can
occur throughout the build by choosing improper process parameters. Improper machine
configuration setup and preparation can include not inspecting the recoater blade and not
correctly resetting the build plate. A common improper preparation step is exposing the
powder particles to atmospheric conditions, which leads to oxidation [3].

Machine errors include (1) insufficient resolution error, (2) laser positioning/intensity
error, and (3) platform-movement error. The staircase effect is one of the main resolution
errors contributing to dimensional defects. It is defined as a stepped approximation by
layers of curved and inclined surfaces due to limited fabrication resolution [4]. Insufficient
resolution can cause higher surface roughness for curved surfaces. Laser positioning
errors are due to slight shifts of the laser beam before or during the build process. Laser
intensity errors occur when the adjusted laser intensity does not match the actual intensity.
Both laser positioning and intensity errors are often associated with the software and
machinery. Similarly, platform-movement errors are caused by a defective motion in the
vertical direction, preventing even recoating and causing damage to the recoater blade.

2.2. Surface-Quality Defects

Surface-quality defects pertain to defects that appear on the end surface of the part
or the current scan’s surface. Surface-quality defects are often an indication of more
severe defects present within the part. The surface-quality defects include balling, surface
roughness, surface oxidation, denudation, and vaporization.

Balling results from insufficient wettability occurring during the deposition of the melt
track and can lead to pores, higher surface roughness, and irregular melt tracks [5]. Balling
occurs due to the combination of surface tension and capillary forces that drive the melt
pool to shrink to its lower surface energy state. Poor contact with the underlying substrate
causes spheroidic or ellipsoidal ball-shaped structures to form [6]. The balling phenomenon
can be mainly attributed to the process parameters (i.e., laser power, scan velocity, hatch
spacing, layer thickness) and the physical properties of the substrate material. The main
properties contributing to balling initiation are the high surface tension and viscosity.
Higher laser power induces more heat to form, decreasing the viscosity and increasing the
wettability of the molten melt pool. Severe oxidation has also been observed to exacerbate
wetting capabilities [7]. In extreme cases, balling can potentially obstruct the deposition
process through the formation of humps and ripples on the surface. These humps and
ripples are further accentuated as subsequent layers are stacked. They can potentially
damage the recoater and lead to costly and time-consuming maintenance. Figure 1 displays
the balling of the sintered AlSi10Mg powder at various scan speeds [8].
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Figure 1. The severity of the balling phenomena increases as the scan speed increases, as shown by
the LPBF printed surface profiles with scan speeds of (a) 250 mm/s, (b) 500 mm/s, (c) 750 mm/s and
(d) 1000 mm/s (modified from [8]).

Surface oxidation occurs when oxygen is present. Oxidation is a significant problem
for alloys containing Si or Mg [9]. Even though most LPBF processes are performed
under protective environments with a shielding inert gas flow, a small percentage of
unwanted oxygen content (~0.1–0.2%) can be present [10]. Oxygen is often found in the
fillings between the powder particles. Over time, passive oxide films can be formed on
the powder’s surface, immediately affecting the scan quality. The thickness of the oxide
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film layer is vital in that nm thick oxide films can cause negligible damage, while µm thick
oxide films (10–100 µm) can cause irregular geometries to form [9].

In the presence of oxide films, the film is broken up during laser re-melting, causing
some oxide particles to solidify underneath the surface while others float to the surface and
form a new oxide layer. As subsequently deposited oxide layers are stacked over each other,
porosities can form, which can cause cracking and weak mechanical properties. Clean
and dried powders are recommended to reduce surface oxidation. Figure 2 highlights the
effects of slight and severe oxidation on the surface quality of processed SS316L.
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(right) [11].

Surface roughness severity depends upon many factors, including process parameters
(laser power, scan velocity, layer thickness, and hatch spacing). The surface quality is
affected by two main behaviors, namely oxidation and powder adhesion on the surface [11].
Surface oxidation causes an oxide film, affecting the subsequent layers’ adhesion to the
surface. Process parameters directly affect the powder adhesion effectiveness and, in turn,
the part surface roughness. For example, increasing the laser scanning velocity decreases
the formation time of the melt pool length, which resultantly decreases the width of the
melt pool. It encourages the melt pool to break down into an uneven surface during
the current scan, leading to higher surface roughness for subsequent scans. The surface
roughness can decrease by providing higher energy density, laser power at lower speeds,
and adequate hatch spacing [12]. Figure 3 displays the surface roughness profile of a
17-4 PH SS LPBF-printed part [13].
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Denudation occurs when the powder particles around the solidified melt track are de-
pleted. Denudation has been reported to cause porosities and high surface roughness from
accumulating un-melted or partially melted particles between the layers [14]. Increased
laser power, scan speeds, and environmental gas pressure can cause a decrease in pressure
inside the vapor plume. The low pressure favors ambient gas flow towards the center of
the melt track. The gas flow is powerful enough to sweep powder particles along its flow.
These particles can be incorporated into the melt pool or ejected with the vapor plume [15].
Powder denudation can also occur when insufficient laser power completely melts the
powder. The surface tension of the powder substrate enables partially melted particles to
go back into the melt pool, depleting the powder around the melt track. Careful selection
of the hatch spacing is recommended to avoid denudation [16]. Figure 4 highlights the
effects of laser power on the denudation zone width for Ti6Al4V powder [15].
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Vaporization of metallic components of the powder substrate can lead to a loss of
alloying elements, reduce part density, and cause microstructural defects. Defects include
keyhole/gas porosities, spatter, and cracks. Consequently, the vaporization alters the
metallic composition, severely weakening the mechanical properties of the LPBF-printed
part, including the ultimate tensile strength, corrosion resistance, and microstructural
creep. Vaporization occurs when the intensity of the vapor pressure at the molten melt
pool surface is higher than the pressure in the surrounding environment. The surplus
pressure difference drives the vapors containing the alloying elements to eject away from
the surface [17]. Only certain volatile metals are very susceptible to vaporization at very
high temperatures. Metals, including Mg, Zn, and Al, can quickly vaporize due to the
elements’ low boiling points [18]. Figure 5 shows how metal vaporization can disperse
un-melted powder particles during scanning [17].
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Environmental effects involve the protective shield of inert gases during the LPBF
process. Inert gas conditions play a role in the outcome of surface quality. The three
most common shield inert gases used in the LPBF process are argon (Ar), nitrogen (N2),
and helium (He). The type of protective inert gas used during the printing process can
affect the part density. One study reported that LPBF-printed SS316L parts under a He
environment exhibited a 10% density loss compared to a fully dense part. Under Ar and
N2 environments, the parts had near total density values. The density decrease is due to
the He environment restricting the laser interaction and causing some energy loss. An Ar
gas supply can overcome the energy losses caused by metal vaporization and ionization
processes [19]. Figure 6 compares the melt pool geometry during scanning with inert
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(N2) and air atmosphere, showing a much larger and more chaotic melt pool under an air
environment for air compared to inert N2 gas [19].
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2.3. Microstructure Defects

Microstructure defects in LPBF, known as porosities, are voids/gaps that can nega-
tively impact the microstructural integrity and part homogeneity. Heterogenic microstruc-
tures often occur through the evolution of the build with each subsequent scan. Porosities
can be broken down into three main types, namely: (1) lack of fusion (LOF) porosities,
(2) gas porosities, and (3) keyhole porosities. Porosities can form due to powder/elemental
impurities. Each porosity type can be attributed to particular sets of process parameters
and material properties. Porosities can lead to severe metallurgical defects in lower part
density and adversely affect the texture and mechanical performance.

LOF porosities are caused by insufficient laser power and high laser scanning speeds
and usually occur at the melt track layer interface. Often associated with the balling effect,
the high scan speed and low laser power provide insufficient time for the powder to
melt [20]. Poor heat penetration causes the surface of the current layer to become rough
and obstructs the molten melt pool flow, causing interlayer defects. Irregular powder
particles, such as tiny satellites attached to powder particles, broken powder particles,
and dendrite powder particles, have been shown to act as friction points that reduce the
powder flowability, allowing for voids to form [21]. Figure 7 highlights LOF porosities in
an SS316 LPBF-printed part [22].
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Gas porosities are typically caused by gas entrapment, the supersaturation of dis-
solved gases, or chemical reactions. It can also be attributed to process parameters, envi-
ronmental conditions, and contaminants such as oxides, moisture, and foreign particles.
Gas pores form when the equilibrium pressure of the gas overwhelms the combined at-
mospheric, hydrostatic, and capillary pressures during the LPBF process. Like LOF pores,
increasing the laser scan speed while maintaining sufficient laser power allows less time
for the powder to melt entirely, providing gas retention opportunities for the solidifying
melt pool. Figure 8 highlights the location of gas pores in an SS316 LPBF-printed part [23].
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Keyhole porosities are also known as depression defects and typically occur when
the laser power density is excessively high. The high laser power causes deeper melting
pools to form, and the overheating causes the low melting point elements within the alloy
to vaporize in the form of gas bubbles.

The vaporization leads to the instability of the melt pool and creates a recoil pressure
inside the melt pool that can push away the melted liquid [24]. As the depressed melt zone
rapidly solidifies, the gases are trapped, causing the formation of spherical pores. Figure 9
highlights a keyhole pore in an SS316L LPBF-printed part [25].
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Impurities in the powder substrate can have a positive and/or negative influence on
the mechanical behavior of the LPBF-printed part. Impurities have been known to enhance
mechanical behavior, strength, and ductility but can also lead to lower corrosion resistance.
The impurities most commonly associated with the LPBF process include carbon, oxygen,
nitrogen, hydrogen, and chlorine [26]. Oxygen is the most common impurity and can cause
oxides to form. Lower energy impurities lead to smaller grains, more grain boundaries,
increased nucleation, and diminished corrosion resistance [27].

2.4. Mechanical Defects

Thermal stresses induce mechanical defects; mechanical stresses are induced by tem-
perature gradients in a material. In LPBF, the part undergoes thermal stresses during
scanning or shortly after several subsequent scans, producing a large temperature gradient.
The high thermal energy gradient induced by the laser beam causes the top layers of the
solid to expand and induce elastic compressive stresses thermally. Once the yield stress
point is exceeded, plastic deformation of the top layers occurs. As the plastically deformed
layers rapidly cool down, the printed material layers contract and bend oppositely. It
converts the compressive stresses into residual tensile stresses that can induce cracking.
Shortly after scanning, the tensioned layer cools, which causes the layer to shrink faster
due to the slight differences in thermal conductivity, causing a thermal contraction by the
lower, colder layers. Due to the solid metallurgical connection of both layers, contraction is
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inhibited, causing tensile stresses to the upper and compressive stresses in the lower layers,
as shown in Figure 10 [28]. In extreme cases, high thermal stress can cause part distortion,
shrinkage, cracking, warping, and delamination.
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Figure 10. Unique residual stress distribution (compression and tension) seen in AM, showing the
cool-down phase inducing residual stress developed at the solid layer connection during (a) heating
and (b) cooling [28].

Liquation cracking mainly depends on the stability of the liquid film of the melt
pool and local stress concentration [29]. High laser energy and lower powder thermal
conductivity contribute to liquid film instability and rapid thermal cycling. Thermal cycling
induces tensile stress and causes cracking. Introducing some alloying element that can
limit the solidification temperature would alter the chemical composition of the molten
pool to prevent cracking [30]. Figure 11a,b shows the geometry of liquation cracks in an
IN718 LPBF-printed part [31].
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Figure 11. Comparison of liquation (a,b) and solidification (c) cracking in an IN718 LPBF-printed part [31].

Solidification cracking is also known as cold cracking, a type of crack that occurs
in the latter stages of the solidification process. Near the end of solidification, dendrites
have almost fully grown into equiaxed grains. These dendrites are separated by a slight
residual liquid strip [32]. Insufficient convection in the diminishing liquid region causes
weak spots to form and causes the formation of micro-cracks that can propagate and be
enlarged. Alloys with a wide solidification temperature range are more susceptible to
solidification cracking than alloys that solidify over a narrow temperature range due to
the accumulated thermal strain proportional to the temperature range [27]. Solidification
cracks can be eliminated by adopting a re-melting strategy or post-build machining. A
sure way to reduce solidification cracking is to avoid rapid cooling. Figure 11c shows the
geometry of solidification cracks in an IN718 LPBF-printed part [31].

Delamination is a unique cracking behavior observed in AM LPBF builds. Delami-
nation is caused by macroscopic residual stresses originating from spatial thermal gradi-
ents [33]. The uneven expansion and shrinkage of the part during thermal cycles results
in non-uniform inelastic strain and, hence, delamination [34]. Delamination appears as
cracking between deposition layers, often resulting in complete part failure. Figure 12
highlights delamination cracking in an SS304L LPBF-printed part [35].
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3. LPBF Sensing Techniques

The LPBF part quality and existing defects can be characterized using unique sensing
techniques. These techniques can be divided into: (1) optical, (2) thermal, (3) acoustic,
(4) ultrasonic, and (5) miscellaneous techniques (Figure 8). Combinations of these tech-
niques are employed to provide further insight into the investigated phenomena. In this
section, the associated technologies associated with each technique are described. Research
efforts conducted using these technologies to assess part quality and defect detection
are provided. The advantages and disadvantages of each technology are mentioned. A
description of each technology’s defect detection capabilities is included in Figure 13.
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3.1. Optical Techniques

Optical techniques are the most commonly employed in assessing part quality and
detecting LPBF defects. Optical techniques can probe the sample’s external surface and
internal structures using electron trajectories or specific electromagnetic radiation ranges.
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Sources that produce valuable and traceable optical behaviors in the specimen include
electron beams, X-rays, lasers, electric sparks, and light. This subsection is divided into
four categories: optical techniques using an electron source, an X-ray source, a visible light
source, and optical techniques using other sources. Tables 1–5 detail literature sources
displaying combinations of optical sensing techniques to quantify LPBF defects. In each
table, checkmarks are made to represent the following technologies used to detect defects
for the shown references.

3.1.1. Techniques with Electron Source

Scanning electron microscopy (SEM) uses a focused beam of electrons to analyze
the specimen’s surface topography and material composition. The focused electron beam
passes through scanning coils in the electron column that deflect the beam so the object can
be scanned. Once the electron beams interact, random scattering and absorption cause the
electrons to lose energy. High-energy electrons are reflected by elastic scattering, secondary
emission by inelastic scattering, and electromagnetic radiation emission. The scattered elec-
trons are captured using detectors, and the electron signals are converted to voltage signals
using photomultipliers. Collecting the measured intensity of the detected signal and the
electron beam’s recorded position enables the construction of a 2D image of the part. SEM
technologies are frequently equipped with multiple detectors to detect specific emissions.
Electron backscatter diffraction (EBSD) and energy-dispersive X-ray spectroscopy (EDS)
are often paired with SEM technology to provide further information on the specimen. The
advantages of using SEM include its high versatility, high image resolution, easy operation,
fast scanning rate, and non-destructive nature. The disadvantages of SEM include its large
size, high price, vacuum environment requirements, minor radiation exposure risk, long
sample prep time, and sensitivity to interferences (electrical, magnetic, and vibrational).
An example of SEM imagery of an LPBF-printed part highlighting un-melted spherical
powder is provided in Figure 14 [36].
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Figure 14. Example of SEM imagery provided by [36], highlighting un-melted spherical Ti6Al4V
powders (a) inside of the LPBF specimen post-build and (b) on the free surface of the specimen.

Transmission electron microscopy (TEM) is comparable to the SEM in that a focused
beam of electrons is directed toward the sample. However, in TEMs, the sample is located
in the middle of the column. The transmitted electrons passing through the sample before
they are collected provide the sample’s internal structure, including crystalline structure,
morphology, and stress state information. Once the transmitted electrons pass through
the sample, they travel through a series of intermediate and projector lenses below the
sample and directly produce an image on a fluorescent screen or charge-coupled device
(CCD) camera. Unlike SEMs, which only produce 2D surface topographical imagery, TEMs
can also produce 2D images of internal structures. SEMs have a much larger maximum
field of view (FOV) than TEMs, though the magnification capabilities of TEMs are much
higher than those of SEMs. EDS has often been coupled with TEM to produce elemental
and atomic-bonding information. TEMs have been widely used to analyze interfacial grain
boundaries, dislocation networks and densities, and particle precipitation. The advantages
of using TEM are practically the same as those of SEM. The disadvantages of using TEM
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are also the same as those of SEM, with the added negative of TEM being destructive to
the sample. An example of TEM imagery is provided in Figure 15, showing the location of
stacking faults in an LPBF-printed austenitic stainless-steel sample [37].
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Figure 15. Example of TEM imagery provided by [37], showing locations of stacking faults and interstitial
atomic ordered structures of an LPBF supersaturated austenitic stainless-steel-printed part.

Electron backscatter diffraction (EBSD) detector is an SEM-compatible technique
where the electron beam is scanned across the surface of a tilted crystalline sample. The
electronic source is provided by a field emission gun rather than a thermionic emission
mechanism. A similar technology often associated with EBSD is electron channeling
contrast imaging (ECCI). ECCI is geared explicitly towards imaging and characterizing
lattice defects, while EBSD is geared towards more detailed crystallographic analysis. ECCI
has been used in LPBF printing analysis to visualize precipitates in the printing process due
to the non-equilibrium between the melting and solidification processes [38,39]. In EBSD,
the diffracted electrons at each point form a pattern that can be detected using a backscatter
detector (BSD) that produces kernel average misorientation (KAM), pole figures (PF), and
inverse pole figure (IPF) maps [40].

KAM maps display the average misorientation between each pixel concerning its
surrounding pixels [41]. It enables semi-quantitative analysis of strain distributions at near-
surface depths in deformed microstructures. PFs and IPFs are stereographic projections
where the orientations are plotted relative to the sample and crystal axes [42]. Often, PFs
provide texture, and IPFs are used as a color key for crystal orientation maps (COMs). The
advantages of EBSD include its relatively fast detection and analysis rate, its ability to scan
and map large sample areas (mm) of interest, and its non-destructive nature.

Additionally, it determines grain boundaries without etching and evaluates crystallo-
graphic textures. The disadvantages of EBSD include its need for vacuum compatibility
and potential extensiveness. It requires precise surface preparation, including polishing,
and multiple attempts using the EBSD to achieve high-quality results. Figure 16 displays an
example of EBSD IPF imagery, highlighting changes in crystallographic texturing indicating
grain boundaries and potential defects [43].

Energy-dispersive X-ray spectroscopy (EDS, EDX) is a surface analytical technique
that measures the electronic structure behavior of the material when exposed to an electron
beam. The exposure of an electron beam causes an electron in the inner shell of the material
to be ejected, forming a vacant inner shell electron position. The produced X-rays from
the ejection can be accumulated at all produced wavelengths from the sample using a
solid-state semiconductor detector.
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Figure 16. Examples of EBSD IPF imagery provided by [43] showing the change in crystallographic
texturing along the build direction for various LPBF power (P) scan speeds (V).

EDS is used to determine and quantify the material’s elemental composition. The
advantages of EDS include its short measurement time, no need for pre-treatment pro-
cesses such as surface polishing, and compact size. The disadvantages of EDS are that it
could potentially provide poor energy peak resolution due to bremsstrahlung background
interference and is somewhat inaccurate for heterogenous materials. An example of how
EDX is utilized in defect detection is provided in Figure 17, showing how EDX can be used
in tandem with SEM to analyze defects [44].
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Figure 17. An example provided by [44] of EDX spectral data cross-analyzed with SEM micrographs,
showing the worn surfaces after friction testing of an LPBF-printed part (large arrows indicate scan
direction). (a,b) 0 wt% TiB2 sample showing parallel furrows and wear debris; (c,d) 3 wt% TiB2
sample showing a delaminated region defect; (e,f) corresponding EDX analysis results for point 4 (b)
and point 5 (d).

X-ray photoelectron spectroscopy (XPS) devices use the photoelectric effect like EDS
to generate signature signals produced by the photoelectrons akin to a specific element.
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Unlike EDS, which is typically coupled with SEMs or TEMs, the XPS analyzer is a separate
device that explicitly uses the detection data of the ejected electrons to determine the
near-surface regional chemical composition. The advantages of XPS are that it collects
data quickly, is efficient in detecting surface contaminants, and is non-destructive to the
sample. The disadvantages of XPS are that significant relative errors are common and that
the reproducibility of the same data at different facilities is unsteady. Figure 18 shows an
example of XPS data for an LPBF-printed part [45].
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Figure 18. Example of XPS survey spectra provided by [45] for an AlSi10Mg LPBF-printed part at (a) the free
surface and (b) an etch depth of 4 nm.

Electron probe micro-analyzer (EPMA) works like SEMs, bombarding parts with an
electron beam and emitting X-rays at wavelengths characteristic of the analyzed elements.
However, EPMAs are equipped with various crystal spectrometers that enable quantitative
chemical analysis at high sensitivity. The advantages of EPMA analysis are that it is consid-
ered superior to EDS analysis and is non-destructive to the sample. The disadvantages of
EPMA include complex sample preparation into polished and flat sections, overlapping
peak positions hinting at inaccurate readings, and the inability of various valence states to
differentiate. Figure 19 shows how EPMA can be used to analyze LPBF micro-cracking [46].
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Table 1. Combinations of optical techniques using an electron source for various customized or less
investigated LPBF-printing powder materials.

Material SEM TEM EBSD EDS XPS EPMA

Stainless-Steel-Based Alloys

SS316L [41,47] ✓

GH3536 [46] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Custom austenitic SS. [37] ✓ ✓ ✓

SS316L [48–51], 1.2767L tool steel
[52] ✓

SS316L [53,54], Maraging steel, 2205
Duplex SS. [55,56] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

17-4PH SS [57] ✓ ✓ ✓

Maraging steel [58] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

AISI 420 Steel [59] ✓ ✓

Titanium-Based Alloys

Ti6Al4V [43], IN718 [60] ✓ ✓ ✓

TiB/Ti6Al4V [44] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

TiNi [61], NiTi [62] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Ti6Al4V [63], Ti and Ti-13Nb-13Zr
[63], Ti–43Al–9V-0.5Y [64] ✓ ✓ ✓

Nickel-Based Alloys

IN625 [65] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Hastelloy X [66] ✓ ✓

Ni + SAF2205-22Cr [67], IN718
[68,69] ✓ ✓ ✓

Nickel-based alloy [38], IN718 [70,71] ✓ ✓

IN718 [60], alloy 247LC [72] ✓ ✓ ✓

Aluminum-Based Alloys

AlSi7Mg0.3 [73], AlSi10Mg [72–74],
Al-33Cu [75] ✓

Al2024 [74] ✓ ✓ ✓

AlSi10Mg [76,77] ✓ ✓

AlSi10Mg [78,79] ✓ ✓

Al-3.6Zn-0.6Mg [79] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

AddalloyTM [80], AlSi10Mg [81] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Other alloys/elements

Ta [82] ✓ ✓ ✓

Zn alloy [83] ✓ ✓

Nb [84] ✓ ✓

Ag [85], W [86] ✓

3.1.2. Techniques Using an X-ray Source

X-ray computed tomography (XCT) devices utilize an X-ray source to produce 2D
radiographic slice imagery of the investigated object from many directions. Using the
stack of cross-sectional 2D radiograph slices, a reconstruction algorithm is employed to
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generate a compiled 3D morphology image of the object [87]. The advantages of XCT are
that it requires little or no sample preparation and is non-destructive to the sample. The
disadvantages of XCT are that it is very time-consuming and expensive, and it can produce
blurred material boundary images. An example of XCT analysis of LPBF-printed part
porosities is provided in Figure 20 [88].
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magnify to their level and produces lower-resolution pictures. Figure 22 displays an ex-
ample of optical microscopy images of various defects in an LPBF SS316L [90]. 

Confocal laser scanning microscopy (CLSM) uses laser light to scan the sample us-
ing different patterns and generate imagery. The laser penetrates the sample deeper than 
light from a standard lightbulb, allowing for 3D imagery of controlled depth. The ad-
vantages of CLSM are that it can provide high spatial-resolution imagery with reduced 

Figure 20. Example of XCT cross-sections of coupon samples with various porosities provided by [88].
The increase in brittle fracture is attributed to the porosity regardless of defect type.

X-ray diffraction (XRD) machines bombard incident X-ray beams at the investigated
crystalline sample to analyze the crystallographic condition. The sample’s crystalline
structure causes the X-rays to diffract in many specific directions. Information on the
angles and intensities can be used to determine the 3D electron density distribution. This
distribution can estimate the average position of the atoms in the crystal and provide
knowledge regarding the presence of defects within the crystal. The advantages of XRD are
that it is a non-destructive technique, requires little to no sample prep time, and does not
need vacuum operating conditions. The disadvantage of XRD is that it is considered less
accurate for small crystalline structures and can produce peak overlays when performing
non-isometric crystalline structure pattern indexing. Figure 21 shows an example of XRD
pattern results for LPBF SS316 powder [89].
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3.1.3. Techniques Using a Visible Light Source

Optical microscopy (OM, OT) utilizes visible light in combination with a system
of lenses to produce magnified images of the sample. OM is called a transmission light
microscope (TLM) or light microscope. The advantages of OM are that it is typically easy
to use, small and lightweight, unaffected by electromagnetic fields, requires no radiation,
and requires little training and maintenance. The disadvantages of OM are that it cannot
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magnify to their level and produces lower-resolution pictures. Figure 22 displays an
example of optical microscopy images of various defects in an LPBF SS316L [90].

Confocal laser scanning microscopy (CLSM) uses laser light to scan the sample using
different patterns and generate imagery. The laser penetrates the sample deeper than light
from a standard lightbulb, allowing for 3D imagery of controlled depth. The advantages of
CLSM are that it can provide high spatial-resolution imagery with reduced background
noise and good accuracy. The disadvantages of CLSM are that it is more expensive than
light microscopes, has limited penetration depth capability, and has a time-consuming
sample preparation procedure. An example of CLSM showing high surface roughness in a
Ti6Al4V LPBF-printed part is provided in Figure 23 [91].

Table 2. Combinations of optical techniques using an X-ray source for various customized or less
investigated LPBF-printing powder materials.

Material XCT XRD

Stainless-Steel-Based Alloys

1.2767L Tool Steel [52], SS316L [47,92], RAFM steel [93], 18Ni
maraging steel [94] ✓ ✓

Custom austenitic SS. [36], SS316L [90,95], AISI 420 Steel [59,96] ✓

A800H [97], SS316L [98–100] ✓

Titanium-Based Alloys

Ti-TiB [101,102], Ti6Al4V [88,103,104], Ti64 [105] ✓

TiNi [61], Ti6Al4V [91,103], Ti–43Al–9V-0.5Y [64], Ti6Al7Nb [106] ✓

NiTi [62], Ti6Al4V [107,108] ✓ ✓

Nickel-Based Alloys

IN625 [109], IN718 [69,110,111], Ni10Cr6W1Fe9Ti1 [112] ✓

Hastelloy X [66], nickel-based superalloy [113] ✓

IN718 [114] ✓ ✓

Aluminum-Based Alloys

AlMgScZr [115], AlSi10Mg [116,117] ✓ ✓

Al-33Cu [75], AlSi10Mg [77] ✓

AlSi10Mg [118–120] ✓

Other alloys/elements

Ta [82], CoCrMo [121], Nb [84], Cu10Zn [122] ✓

Zn-alloy [83], Ag [85], CoCr [123] ✓
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Hastelloy X [66], nickel-based superalloy [113] ✓  
IN718 [114] ✓ ✓ 

Aluminum-Based Alloys 
AlMgScZr [115], AlSi10Mg [116,117] ✓ ✓ 
Al-33Cu [75], AlSi10Mg [77]  ✓ 
AlSi10Mg [118–120] ✓  

Other alloys/elements 
Ta [82], CoCrMo [121], Nb [84], Cu10Zn [122]  ✓ 
Zn-alloy [83], Ag [85], CoCr [123] ✓  

 
Figure 22. Example of OM imagery provided by [90] showing several types of microstructural de-
fects at the (a) front, (b) argon outlet, (c) back, and (d) argon inlet locations of an SS316L part. 

 
Figure 23. Example of CLSM images provided by [91] showing the high surface roughness of a
Ti6Al4V LPBF-printed surface on the (a) XY-plane and (b) XZ-plane. CLSM can measure the height
of surfaces, pinpointing potential surface defects [124].

Digital single-lens reflect (DSLR) cameras combine optics and the single-lens reflex
camera mechanism with an image sensor to record the images. A DSLR uses the reflex
scheme, where light travels through several lenses and is then reflected by a mirror that
sends the image through a camera prism. The reflex design scheme is the main difference
between a DSLR and other digital cameras. The advantages of DSLR cameras are that they
are widely available and provide better image quality than other cameras. The disadvantage
of DSLR cameras is that they are relatively expensive. A comparison of the CAD model
and DSLR imagery of an SS316L LPBF-printed part is provided in Figure 24 [125].
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Figure 24. Comparison of (a) CAD model and (b) DSLR imagery of an SS316L LPBF-printed part
provided by [125], highlighting locations of intentionally designed defects.

Digital image correlation (DIC) is a technique that records 2D strain and deformation
changes on the surface of the investigated specimen. DIC is an optical technique combining
image registration and tracking methods to measure changes in 2D images [126] accurately.
DIC is accomplished using two charge-coupled device camera measurements, identifying
3D surface contour and surface strain distributions by measuring displacement in the depth
direction. Via digital camera imagery, the surface characteristics can be allocated to image
pixels, and the comparison between the current digital image and the next one can be used
to calculate the deformation of the object [127]. The advantage of DIC is that it can provide
high-precision strain measurements. The disadvantage of DIC is that it cannot account for
rigid-body rotation.

3.1.4. Techniques Using Other Sources

Optical emission spectroscopy (OES) uses an excitation mechanism like an electric
spark or arc source to produce a high-voltage pulse between the tip of a counter-electrode
and the sample surface. This high voltage pulse ionizes the atmospheric gap, causing it to
become conductive with low impedance and generating a stable current and plasma. When
electrical discharge interacts with an atom, electrons in the atom’s outer shells are ejected,
creating a vacancy. Higher-orbit electrons will drop down to fill the vacancy, emitting
excess energy as the electron moves between the two energy levels. Electron transport
causes element-specific light, known as optical emission. The characteristic light can be
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processed to generate a spectrum showing the light intensity peaks compared to their
wavelengths. These peak wavelengths can then be used to identify the element. The
advantages of OES include very high accuracy and precision. The disadvantage of OES is
the possibility of spectral interference affecting chemical composition percentages. Table 5
displays OES data showing the chemical composition of various steel-based LPBF-printed
cubic samples [128].

Atom probe tomography (APT) device provides 3D compositional mapping of mate-
rials by holding the specimen in front of a counter electrode located a set distance away
and connecting it to a direct current high-voltage power supply. The pulsing high voltage
causes field evaporation, followed by a measurable flight time of each ion. The time of
flight is measured using a single-particle delay-line detector that converts the impact of
a single ion into hundreds of thousands of electrons. The electrons are collected, and the
impact position is calculated using the processed electronic signals detected at each end
of each delay line. The advantages of APT are its atomic resolution capability and ability
to identify chemical compositions in 3D space. The disadvantages of APT are that it is
destructive to the sample, is chemically sensitive compared to other technologies, and
only analyzes tiny sample sizes. Figure 25 shows APT analysis for an LPBF 2205 duplex
stainless-steel-printed part, showing a 3D map of the different elements in the sample [56].
Table 5 below summarizes all-optical techniques that use other sources.

Table 3. Combinations of optical techniques using a visible light source for various customized or
less investigated LPBF-printing powder materials.

Material OM CLSM DSLR DIC

Stainless-Steel-Based Alloys

SS316L [41,42,53,92,128], 17-4PH SS. [129], A800H
[130], RAFM steel [93], CLF-1 steel [131], 17-4 PH SS
[13], SS316L-SS431 [132], AISI 420 Steel [59,96]

✓

GP-1 Steel [133], SS316L [134–136] ✓ ✓

SS316L [40,51,124] ✓

Titanium-Based Alloys

Ti6Al4V [137–139], TiB [140], Ti [141], NiTi [62],
TiB2-B4C [142], Ti6Al7Nb [106] ✓

TiNi [61] ✓

Ti–43Al–9V-0.5Y [64] ✓

Ti6Al4V [91,143] ✓ ✓

Nickel-Based Alloys

Haynes 282 [144], Ni10Cr6W1Fe9Ti1 [112],
Nickel-based superalloy [113] ✓

IN718 [111,114] ✓

IN718 [110] ✓ ✓

Aluminum-Based Alloys

AlMgScZr [115] ✓ ✓

AlSi10Mg [8,77,81,102], AlSi7Mg0.3 [73], Al2024 [74] ✓ ✓

Other alloys/elements

Ta [82], Nb [84], Ag [85], Cu [145], CoCrMo [121],
Cu10Zn [122] ✓ ✓
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Table 4. Combinations of optical techniques using other sources for investigating LPBF-printed parts.

Material OES AFM

SS316L [128] ✓

SS316L [95,146] ✓

IN718 [147] ✓

IN718 [148] ✓

Ta [82] ✓
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Figure 25. Example provided by [56] showing the APT analysis results for the austenitic phase of a
2205 duplex stainless-steel LPBF-printed part. (a) Atom maps of Cr species viewed at two different
angles, (b) overlayed atom map of Cr and Fe species, (c) overlayed atom map of Cr and Ni species,
(d) 1D concentration profiles of Fe and Cr, (e) 1D concentration profiles of Ni, Si, Mn, Mo, and N.

Table 5. Example of OES data provided by [128] showing the chemical compositions of various
steel-based LPBF-printed cubic samples.

Name Processed C Si Mn Cr Mo N Ni Fe PREN

AISI 316L Cast/Rolled 0.022 0.32 1.67 16.6 2.02 0.08 10.02 Bal. 25

AISI 316L LPBF 0.022 0.64 1.39 16.6 2.14 0.06 10.54 Bal. 25

M7-3 LPBF 0.029 0.61 1.08 18.9 2.63 0.09 9.02 Bal. 30

M5-5 LPBF 0.030 0.61 1.11 20.4 2.76 0.14 7.31 Bal. 32

M3-7 LPBF 0.026 0.67 1.04 21.1 2.98 0.15 6.73 Bal. 33

AISI 318LN LPBF
+ SA 0.022 0.70 0.81 22.9 3.23 0.17 5.66 Bal. 35

AISI 318LN Cast/SA 0.038 0.68 1.27 22.5 3.01 0.17 6.32 Bal. 36

AISI 316L Cast/
Rolled 0.022 0.32 1.67 16.6 2.02 0.08 10.02 Bal. 25

AISI 316L LPBF 0.022 0.64 1.39 16.6 2.14 0.06 10.54 Bal. 25

M7-3 LPBF 0.029 0.61 1.08 18.9 2.63 0.09 9.02 Bal. 30
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3.2. Thermal Techniques

Thermal techniques utilize differences in temperature and light to assess part quality
and detect defects. Thermal techniques can be implemented in situ to monitor the melt
pool behavior in LPBF printing. Infrared and thermal imaging cameras (1400–3000 nm
and 3000–15,000 nm wavelength range) and pyrometers are used. After solidifying the
melt pool, they provide indicative information regarding the specific defects’ location, type,
and size. Other observed techniques, such as differential scanning calorimeters (DSC), can
monitor the changes in heat flow during metal alloys’ heating or cooling processes. The
heat flow enables tracking temperatures associated with phase transitions to point out
potential defect formations.

Thermal imaging cameras (TIC) provide data on temperature variations concerning
the subject’s absolute temperature and surroundings. Typically, filters are applied to two
high-speed cameras that capture two wavelength intensities in thermal imaging. The
intensity ratio between the two images can be correlated to temperature values. TIC
enabled the analysis of the melt pool dynamics, tracking ejected particles from the LPBF
printing process, as shown in Figure 26 [149].
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Figure 26. The surface temperature development during the LPBF scanning of an overhanging feature
using TIC. Thermal imaging shows ejection particle ejection that can help indicate the location of
potential defects [149].

Infrared thermography cameras (IRTC) capture images by detecting short IR energy
wavelengths emitted by an object and converting them to temperature values. Defects are
detected by locating disturbances in the temperature profile. Santospirito et al. [150] utilized
an IR camera to detect defects in LPBF components. A similar study monitored the melt
pool characteristics of Ti6Al4V, AlSi10Mg, and NiTinol LPBF-printed parts using a high-
speed NIR thermal CMOS camera [151]. Observations made using the NIR camera were
compared with XCT measurements of the cut samples, indicating excellent compatibility
between the actual defects and what was observed from in situ quality control. A forward-
looking infrared (FLIR) camera was used to capture temperature measurements of the
molten pool surface of SS316L [152]. Unstable melt track characteristics were observed
using the IR camera, which showed spherical formations akin to balling. The evolution of
the generated thermal footprint during the LPBF printing process using an IR camera to
detect artificially created laser defects was evaluated [153]. The IRTC detected the typical
micrometric defects inside the AM part. Artificially created micro-drilled defects in titanium
alloy LPBF-printed acetabular cup prostheses using an FLIR camera were captured in a
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study by Montinaro et al. [154]. Subsurface defects were detected up to a depth of 1.3 mm
in the part. The IRTC captured plume and spatter signatures using near-infrared (NIR)
imagery. The intensity and dynamic nature of the plume and spatter during the LPBF
printing process were caused by the melting instabilities, including defects such as lack of
fusion, cracks, warps, or delamination, which were successfully captured [154]. A method
for reliable characterization of the calorimetric signature of fatigue damage was developed
using IRTC [25]. Figure 27 shows IR camera images capturing the location of defects and
damage to the LPBF-printed part [155].
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Short-wave infrared imaging (SWIR) cameras capture wavelengths between 900 and
2500 nm. The SWIR cameras are superior to alternative thermal cameras for capturing
fast dynamic events at high temperatures, such as melt pool dynamics [156]. The radiance
sensitivity of the SWIR wavelength band regarding the blackbody temperature is much
higher than that of NIR, as well as medium-wave and long-wave infrared imagery cameras.
Lough et al. [156] captured the fast melt pool dynamics critical to the microstructure
formation of SS304 LPBF-printed parts. The thermal features for each voxel for spatial
and temporal domains were extracted using SWIR imaging during the LPBF printing
process. The thermal features extracted from the SWIR data for each voxel could indicate
whether the voxel contains pore defects. SWIR tracked the thermal history of different
voxels during the LPBF process to determine the location and characteristics of defects in
another study [157].

Single-camera two-wavelength imaging pyrometry (STWIP) systems utilize a high-
speed camera to monitor melt pool dynamics and estimate pool morphology and tem-
perature. In STWIP systems, the melt pool is imaged at two different wavelengths using
two photodiodes, and the temperature is estimated using the Imaging Pyrometry method.
The estimated temperature is created by extracting the intensity ratio of the melt pool
from the STWIP system. STWIP circumvents potential issues caused by multiple camera
sensors, such as errors induced by different imaging sensors and the relative location of
the melt pool depending on the location of the sensor. Vallabh and Zhao [158] utilized
an STWIP system to measure melt pool temperature profiles in NiCr alloy LPBF-printed
fatigue bar samples. Disparate temperature profiles in the fatigue bars could indicate
potential process anomalies or part defects. An investigation to estimate the melt pool
temperature, morphology, and intensity profiles of IN718 LPBF-printed specimens using
STWIP was reported [159]. The melt pool temperature signatures collected from the STWIP
system were correlated with ex situ microscopy-characterized melt pool depths and av-
erage grain lengths. The fusion defects were not observed in the tracks comparing the
optical microscopy imaging and STWIP data (see Figure 28). Zhang et al. [160] mapped
the STWIP-measured melt pool to detect process anomalies and part defects in IN718
LPBF-printed specimens.
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Figure 28. Example provided by [159] of (a) a comparison between the melt pool width of the STWIP
coaxial camera and optical imaging and (b) the single-track with process defects (highlighted).

Infrared pyrometer sensors (IPS) monitor light emitted from the LPBF melt pool and
associate specific signatures with certain printing defects. Infrared pyrometer sensors have
a fast response time and are dependably repeatable. It is a non-destructive and physically
small sensor. However, they are affected by smoke and dust particles. IR pyrometer and
photodiode sensors captured the SS316L melt pool thermal emission wavelengths [161].
The thermal signatures obtained through the IR pyrometer correspond to various melt
pool modes and can hint towards pore formations and predict defect creation. Duong
et al. [162] collected pyrometry measurements during the LPBF printing process of Inconel.
A correlation between the pyrometer signal and pore distribution was established, and a
probability curve for a given pyrometer signal was derived. Kozjek et al. [163] estimated the
melt pool temperature of the AlSi10Mg LPBF-printed part by capturing thermal emission
Planck (TEP) process signatures.

The individual TEP signatures were obtained using two photodiodes to collect two
light intensity measurements. A system monitored the LPBF printing process of SS316L
single tracks, increasing laser power and velocity using high-speed infrared diode-based
pyrometry optical imaging signals [98]. The pyrometry signal showed distinct signatures
of conduction-to-keyhole mode transitions. A probability correlation predicting pore
formation was derived.

Differential scanning calorimeters (DSC) are thermoanalytical devices that mea-
sure a material’s specific heat capacity change. DSC measures the changes in heat flow
(exothermic or endothermic) during metal alloys’ heating or cooling processes. These
measurements determine the thermodynamic temperatures associated with phase tran-
sitions such as solidification and melting [164]. DSC is considered relatively inexpensive
but reproducibly difficult. Regarding LPBF printing, DSC has been used to quantify phase
transformation temperatures, behaviors, and solidification temperature ranges. The so-
lidification phase change behavior of the printed alloy observed by DSC can hint toward
cracking phenomena [165]. The observed undercooling of the alloy powder using a dif-
ferential DSC was correlated with specific inoculation variants, such as cracks. At the
lowest undercooling scenarios, the fewest number of cracks were observed. Chen et al. [61]
utilized DSC to determine the phase transformation temperatures of as-fabricated TiNi
LPBF-printed samples. The phase transformation temperature was shown using DSC to be
significantly affected by the alloy’s proportion of Ti and Ni elements.
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The Ni element was reported to be disproportionately lost due to the melting process,
producing a martensitic transformation temperature difference. Guo et al. [62] similarly investi-
gated the Ni evaporation occurring during the LPBF printing process of NiTi alloys using DSC.
The resulting precipitation, dislocations, and internal stresses concerning the phase transfor-
mation temperature were also observed. Another study compared DSC measurements with
SEM microstructure imagery regarding the variation in the solidification microstructure of
AlSi10Mg powder, such as microstructure inhomogeneities [166]. Liu et al. [113] measured the
STR of an experimental high W-content nickel-based superalloy using DSC. It was observed
that solidification cracking always occurred in the fragile mushy zone where the liquid and
solids coexist. This observation concluded that a decreased solidus temperature leads to the
formation of low-melting-point liquid films and increases the tendency for liquid cracking. DSC
was used to produce thermograms, pointing to a thermal stability regime and a single sharp
endotherm temperature, as shown in Figure 29 [75].
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Figure 29. Example provided by [75] for an Al-33Cu LPBF-printed specimen, showing the DSC
results identifying the eutectic point of the material.

3.3. Acoustic Techniques

Also referred to as resonance techniques, acoustic techniques detect the excited vi-
brations in a specimen to assess part quality and detect defects. By collecting the acoustic
emissions (AE) generated from the LPBF printing process, the correlation between the
anomaly signals and the location can provide insight into the location and size of defects,
including internal defects.

Acoustic emission spectroscopy (AES) measures the continuous release of energy
from where transient elastic waves are generated in a material. There are two significant
components in AE spectroscopy, namely, a fault that is the cause of energy release in
the material (event) and the transducer that gathers the data from the produced event.
The fault generated from the AE signal appears in high-frequency sound waves [167].
AE spectroscopy has been mainly used for dynamic damage characterization, specifically
for crack propagation monitoring. Other internal structural defects can be detected from
acoustic signals. AE spectroscopy is a non-destructive technology that can quickly generate
valuable data about the location of defects [167]. However, the description generated from
the AE cannot accurately describe the size and shape of defects.

Strantza et al. [168] used AE to monitor the fatigue crack growth behavior of LPBF-
printed Ti6Al4V components. Two AE broadband “pico” type sensors were attached to the
side of the printed specimen. The time delay between the two AE signals and the wave
velocity of the material simultaneously were used to determine the crack location. A study
performed acoustic resonance testing of SS316L and 6802 T6 aluminum alloy samples to
measure the modulus of LPBF-printed lattice samples with a high degree of loose powder
adhesion [169]. The samples were excited with a small impact, and a microphone was
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used to record the AE signals. The resulting AR test results were reportedly feasible in
providing a metric of loose powder adhesion and other structural characteristics. Multiple
studies used AE signals to characterize the corrosion behavior of AlSi10mg specimens [170]
and monitoring techniques to detect crack formation in a high-strength Al92Mn6Ce2 alloy
LPBF-printed component, as shown in Figure 30 [171].
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crack, (b) AE results indicating the density of cracks, and (c) baseplate temperature.

A combination using laser Doppler vibrometry (LDV) with vibrational resonance spec-
troscopy to develop a laser acoustic resonance spectroscopy (LARS) system was introduced [172].
The LARS system reportedly identified defects rapidly in LPBF cubic components. Acoustic
signals generated during the LPBF printing process of SS304 using an equipped nominal mi-
crophone attached to the LPBF were collected [173]. Melting states such as overheating, slight
overheating, standard, and slight balling in the LPBF printing process are obtained by the
relationship between acoustic signals, energy densities, and track formation.

A high-frequency structure-borne sensor was used to detect AE activity associated with
cracking. Drissi-Daoudi et al. [174] used a microphone to record the AE signals during
the LPBF printing process of SS316L cubic samples. After post-processing, spectrograms
were created from the extracted AE signals, revealing the location of defects in the samples.
Kononenko et al. [175] collected AE signals during and after the LPBF printing process of
Al92Mn6Ce2 cylindrical specimens using a high-temperature structure-borne sensor. The
processed AE signal data were used to train various ML algorithms to recognize crack signals.

Fiber Bragg grating (FBG) sensors are one of the most sensitive sensor types for
acoustic and pressure wave detection [176]. For FBGs, AE signals are collected through fiber
optic sensors, where the strain sensitivity is correlated with the AE measurements. Due to
the change in the grating pitch and refractive index through the strain optic effect, the Bragg
wavelength exhibits a change when an external strain is applied [177]. FBG sensors are more
compact and lighter than standard AE detectors, although they are known to be thermally
sensitive, so they have difficulty discriminating wavelength shifts from temperature and
strain changes. Wasmer et al. [178] quantified the levels of porosity concentration in
SS316L cuboid-shaped samples using a fiber Bragg grating (FBG) optoacoustic sensor.
Shevchik et al. [179] used an FBG sensor to detect airborne AE signals generated during
the LPBF process. Tubular defects were prevalent at the most considerable energy input,
and the lack of fusion defects was dominant at the lowest energy inputs (see Figure 31).
Shevchik et al. [180] presented a novel solution for in situ and real-time quality monitoring
based on detecting the AE signals emitted during the LPBF printing process.

Nonlinear reverberation spectroscopy (NRS) exploits the amplitude-dependent changes
in the resonance frequency of a sample. Once the sample is excited near resonance, the
immediate vibration frequency of the decaying reverberation signal decays with decreasing
amplitude. The nonlinearity of the material that defects can cause can be determined by
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frequency–amplitude dependence. NRS is a non-destructive measurement technique that
can rapidly measure AE so that thermal drift is primarily reduced. However, similar to other
AE detectors, it cannot describe the defect’s characteristics.
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Johnson et al. [181] demonstrated the sensitivity of acoustic nonlinearity and loss to
small changes in porosity of LPBF-printed custom alloyed Al (0.2 at. % Zn) and com-
mercial Al7075 cylinders. The acoustic signals were generated using non-contacting
electromagnetic-acoustic transduction. The relative frequency shift measurements col-
lected from the NRS method exceeded the best-reported precision of nonlinear resonant
ultrasound spectroscopy (NRUS) by two orders of magnitude.

3.4. Ultrasonic Techniques

Like acoustic techniques, ultrasonic techniques utilize generated mechanical waves to
analyze the quality of LPBF parts. One of the main differences between ultrasonic and acoustic
emissions is that for ultrasonic techniques, the ultrasonic waves in the sample are artificially
created by forced interaction with an external source. Typically, ultrasonic techniques are
performed ex situ.

Immersion ultrasonic (IU) systems are conducted in a water immersion tank with a
pulser/receiver and focused transducer to collect routine incidence pulse/echo measurements.
A study used IU-measured ex situ ultrasonic backscattering data induced by the microstructure
in LPBF-printed samples using a conventional immersion ultrasonic C-scan system and expected
frequencies (see Figure 32) [182]. The ultrasonic backscattering data collected from the immersion
ultrasonic system effectively detected the flaws of SS316L samples fabricated using LPBF.
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Davis et al. [183] performed IU testing using Parametric© NDT immersion focus
probes with the sample mounted inside a plexiglass tank filled with water. Porosi-
ties were observed from the IU data, and the average porosity size was about 0.3 mm.
Honarvar et al. [184] used linear phased array probes to perform IU experiments to detect
artificially embedded defects with various shapes and sizes in AlSi10Mg cubic samples. The
IU system could detect defects as small as 0.75 mm, and the IU defect detection capabilities
were validated with XCT data.

Laser ultrasonic (LU) systems typically comprise two pulsed lasers and a recording
device such as an interferometer or laser Doppler vibrometer (LDV) recording device.
The two pulsed lasers trigger the absorption of the incident laser light pulse, which can
cause plasma to form directly above the impact point. Once the energy of the plasma
reaches a certain level, the expanding plasma is ejected from the surface of the sample and
generates ultrasonic waves from the impulsive recoil force that propagates into and along
the sample [185]. The interferometer records two pieces of information: (1) a DC monitor
signal, which is proportional to the power of the detector beam signal and is a measure
of the light reflected from the sample surface, and (2) an AC voltage corresponding to the
instantaneous out-of-plane surface displacement. The returning reflected and diffracted
ultrasonic wave signals can distinguish the different propagation modes, which can be
used to predict the presence of subsurface or surface defects in the area between or adjacent
to the two lasers [186]. LU has high reproducibility, fast scanning, and is usable in harsh
environments, though it is less sensitive than piezoelectric-based ultrasonic inspection sys-
tems. Another challenge the LU system has is that ultrasonic waves’ generation efficiency
depends on the material’s absorption properties.

Additionally, laser safety precautions are necessary. Using a laser ultrasonic system,
manually introduced subsurface and surface-breaking micro-defects of LPBF metallic sam-
ples were successfully detected [150]. Everton et al. [185,186] investigated the capabilities of
LU techniques to detect manufactured subsurface defects in Ti6Al4V LPBF samples. At var-
ious depths, subsurface porosities and spherical voids below the surface were successfully
detected using LU.

Cerniglia et al. [153] compared the inspection capabilities of LU and laser thermogra-
phy on IN 600 LPBF samples. Flaws were purposefully created to establish the sensitivity
to detect defects. LU effectively detected the typical micrometric defects of AM prod-
ucts. The B-scan images allowed an accurate evaluation of the flaw’s location, size, and
depth. Liu et al. [187] utilized a laser ultrasonic technique to detect defects in LPBF-printed
NiTi-based alloy samples. Results and validation of the ultrasonic data using XCT indicated
that the pulsed laser-generated ultrasonic waves were sensitive to internal defects, and
thus, LU testing can identify certain defects at the sub-millimeter level (Figure 33).

Hayashi et al. [188] examined an LU method for detecting subsurface defects in an
LPBF aluminum alloy flat plate with artificial defects. Subsurface circular defects could be
detected for diameters below 1 mm that were undetectably small from previous studies.
Chen et al. [189] proposed an ultra-fast LU imaging method to monitor the LPBF process
efficiently. A multi-circle combined scanning strategy and defect location algorithm were
constructed to improve detection efficiency. A surface wave focusing algorithm (SWFA)
was established to solve the low signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) problem induced by rough
surface signals. The scanning efficiency of single-layer inspection was reportedly improved
by more than 300% compared with the C-scan imaging method.

Pulsing ultrasonic (PU) systems collect ultrasonic waves through pulser-receivers,
which generate electrical excitations in a transducer to create an ultrasound pulse-echo.
Pulsing ultrasonic systems are non-destructive and highly sensitive, allowing for the
detection of minimal flaws and high accuracy in determining the depths of internal flaws.
However, pulsing ultrasonic systems cannot accurately estimate defects’ orientation, size,
nature, and shape. Slotwinski et al. [190] utilized a pulser-receiver to cause a shock-impulse
excitation in CoCr LPBF-printed samples.
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Figure 33. Example provided by [187] showing the LU defect detection results of the LPBF Ni alloy
sample (a,c) and the LPBF Ti alloy sample (b,d).

The ultrasonic contact pulse-echo velocity measurement method detected minor
changes in the porosity concentration, hinting at the ability to detect process deviations
such as pore defects in situ. Ladewig et al. [191] used ultrasonic testing to identify the
lack of fusion defects of LPBF-printed parts, as shown in Figure 34. Though the ultrasonic
method used to generate the scan images was not mentioned, the data was assumed to be
generated using a pulse receiver.
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Figure 34. Pulsing ultrasonic results of an LPBF-printed specimen showing a lack of fusion locations
for (a) 65 m3/h shielding gas flow rate and (b) 32.5 m3/h shielding gas flow rate [191].

Roy et al. [192] presented an ultrasound measurement of the segmental temperature
distribution (US-MSTD) method for evaluating the microstructural heterogeneities and
spatial variabilities of mechanical properties in LPBF-printed cylindrical 31 AL aluminum
alloy samples. The segmental speed of sound in the sample was collected using a square
wave pulse/receiver. The excitation pulse was sent to an ultrasonic transducer coupled
to the flat base of the sample. The results obtained from the ultrasound were validated
using XCT. Kim et al. [193] studied the dependence of ultrasonic phase velocity on the
defect formation of LPBF SS316L components by varying the hatch spacing. A pulse
receiver was attached to the sample surface to generate the ultrasonic phase velocity.
Lamb et al. [92] measured the ultrasonic sound waves of SS316L LPBF-printed components
using a pulser/receiver to recognize the spalling response loaded in different scanning
orientations. Raffestin et al. [194] utilized a pulse echo configuration and 10 MHz ultrasonic
wave to determine the part quality of a 100Cr6 LPBF-printed part, determining the location
of intentionally-created defects. Positives: non-destructive. Negatives: high sensitivity
allows for the detection of minor flaws and high accuracy in determining the depth of
internal flaws; negatives: cannot accurately estimate the size, orientation, and shape of the
defect; cleaning and removing beforehand prep.
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Resonant ultrasound spectroscopy (RUS) is a measuring technique to quantify the
resonance frequency of a material sample following a mechanical excitation [195]. RUS
utilizes the excitation of the elastic stationary wave frequency inherent to a given material
to determine the elastic tensor of the material and ultimately analyze part quality. Deviation
from the natural frequency can indicate heterogeneities, such as part defects. The RUS
technique can obtain the entire elastic tensor from a single crystal sample in a single
rapid measurement [196], allowing for relatively fast, contact-free measurements. RUS
local resonance behavior data depends on the specimen’s local mechanical properties,
often requiring assisting technologies to determine the exact locations of defects. Garlea
et al. [197] studied the elastic mechanical properties of LPBF-fabricated SS316L samples
using RUS. Spectra characteristics obtained from the RUS results showed that the first
frequency peak splits and the separation behavior become consistent with the creation of
undesired texture and inhomogeneous porosity distributions in part. Bozek et al. [198]
investigated the utility of nonlinear RUS (NRUS) to predict fatigue life in cylindrical
Ti6Al4V LPBF-printed samples. NRUS was reported to be most sensitive to defects close to
the displacement nodes and least sensitive to defects close to the strain nodes.

McGuigan et al. [195] investigated the feasibility of RUS for inspecting complex AM
lattice structures with varying numbers of missing struts. Differences between pristine
and defective lattices were distinctly identified using RUS. Rossin et al. [199] utilized
RUS to analyze SB-CoNi-10C LPBF specimen part quality. EBSD texturing results were
quantitatively in agreement with RUS results. Bourdais et al. [200] investigated the viability
of RUS in predicting porosities in the AlSi7Mg0.6 LPBF-printed part. The RUS results
successfully indicate the presence of a lack of fusion porosities.

Phased array ultrasonic testing (PAUT) is a technique that can transmit and receive
ultrasonic wave information independently at different times using multi-element trans-
ducers. PAUT reportedly allows for reduced inspection times and can increase ultrasonic
testing reliability and sensitivity [201]. According to the literature, bulk ultrasonic wave
data from ultrasonic probes can be collected using the total focusing method (TFM), plane
wave imaging (PWI), or their Fourier-domain counterparts. In the PAUT process of LPBF
part defects, the extracted ultrasonic data can be converted to 2D images, which can be
used to detect defects. PAUT has a fast inspection rate, an excellent repeatability factor, and
is highly effective in corrosion detection, though it is considered one of the more difficult
and complex ultrasonic testing equipment to operate.

Additionally, PAUT is not advised for thin shell structures due to the presence of dead
zones that can produce interface distortions of the image [202]. Stratoudaki et al. [203]
detected defects in aluminum LPBF components using a laser-induced phased array (LIPA)
technique. The LIPA technique detected cylindrical defects (0.5 mm or less in diameter
and as deep as 26 mm on the sample surface). Honarvar et al. [184] used a high-frequency
PAUT to evaluate the part quality of a cubic AlSi10Mg sample fabricated using LPBF with
intentional defects. XCT was used to validate the PAUT-produced data, and it showed
excellent agreement, indicating that almost all artificial defects in the test sample were
detected. Allam et al. [202] utilized PAUT to detect defects in thick parts fabricated by
LPBF, as shown in Figure 35. Practical defects, such as cylindrical lack of fusion defects,
were generated by reducing the laser power at prespecified locations. For thin curved
components, spatiotemporal guided waves were generated using piezoelectric transducers
and measured using a scanning LDV. Cylindrical defects in the thin, curved part were
detected and imaged using root mean square wavefield averaging. The defect’s shape and
density detected using PAUT were verified using optical microscopy and XCT.
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3.5. Miscellaneous Techniques

Many other techniques have been employed to determine the part quality and quantify
defect characteristics in LPBF-printed parts. These include using electromagnetic induction,
cantilevered probes, and gas pycnometers

Eddy current testing (ECT) detects and characterizes subsurface and surface defects
of metallic components using electromagnetic induction. A magnetic field at a specified
excitation frequency excites eddy currents in the metallic object. The EC flow pattern is
perturbed in the presence of a defect, appearing as localized magnetic anomalies [203].

EC testing is ideal for testing surface flaws, has very high accuracy in conductivity
measurements, and requires very little sample preparation. However, EC testing cannot
detect defects parallel to the surface and is considered unsuitable for complex geometries.
Du et al. [204] performed a feasibility test on an EC testing system’s subsurface defect
detection capability. The EC method successfully detected subsurface defects in Ti6Al4V
AM parts. The direct laser deposition (DLD) method was used to prepare the specimens,
though EC in defect detection applies to LPBF.

Goodall et al. [205] minimized EC losses in a high-silicon electrical steel (Fe-6.5%wt. Si)
fabricated using LPBF to reduce defect population. Various cross-section designs were pro-
duced and analyzed regarding the EC losses. Various defects, such as lack of fusion, cracking,
excessive surface roughness, electrical shorting between areas that should be isolated, and
gas/keyhole porosities, were highlighted regarding unintended EC pathway circulation.

Atomic force microscopy (AFM) probes operate using a supported, tiny spring-like
cantilever with a tip on one end and a piezoelectric element to oscillate the cantilever at its
eigenfrequency on the other end. A detector located very close above the cantilever detects
any deflection or motion of the cantilever. A 3D image of the topographical shape of the
sample surface can be detected at a high resolution from the reaction of the probe to the forces
the sample imposes on it. The AFM does not include lenses or beam irradiation, eliminating
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spatial resolution limitations caused by diffraction and aberration. The resolution has been
noted to be higher than SEM and comparable with TEM, though AFM can only perform a
single scan, which can be time-consuming and is affected by thermal drift and the hysteresis
of the piezoelectric material. The forces applied to the probe over the sample are a function of
their mutual separation and are used to measure its mechanical properties. Lodhi et al. [146]
utilized AFM to characterize the surface roughness of an SS316L LPBF-printed surface, as
shown in Figure 36. Mussatto et al. [95] determined the surface topology of various hatching
methods for SS316L LPBF-printed parts using AFM.
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Gas pycnometers (GP) are devices used to measure the density of solid samples. A
pathway connects two gas pycnometer chambers with a valve. The first chamber is a gas-tight
chamber with a pressure transducer to house the solid sample, and the second chamber is a
reference chamber with a fixed internal volume. A valve pushes pressurized gas into the first
chamber and passes into the second chamber via the connection with a valve. The second
chamber contains a vent valve. The sample volume can be directly estimated from the chamber
volume, reference volume, and pressure ratios between the two chambers. The bulk relative
density of LPBF-printed parts can be calculated using gas pycnometers. A gas pycnometer
can help indicate whether the sample density is within the expected density range, which can
help justify whether the part is fully dense or has significant porosities. Gas pycnometry has
been used alongside the Archimedean method to determine the bulk density of LPBF-printed
parts [90,92]. Positives of a gas pycnometer include high volumetric measurement accuracy,
high reproducibility, and operation in a closed system, which eliminates many external factors.
Negatives: It requires significant sample volumes, is challenging to clean and dry, is potentially
time-consuming, and is expensive.

Conversion electron Mössbauer spectroscopy (CEMS) is a susceptible method for
investigating the surface of complex, highly absorbing samples. Mossbauer spectroscopy
examines iron’s valence state, which cannot be differentiated using EPMA. CEMS is a
non-destructive technology that can provide high-resolution data; however, it is known to
be vibrationally sensitive and requires cryogenic conditions. Gainov et al. [97] investigated
corrosion-resistant alloy 800H steel samples fabricated using LPBF, as shown in Figure 37.
CEMS proved that phase separation does not occur during the LPBF process and that the
oxidation of the steel does not cause hot cracking in the samples.

Neutron diffraction (ND) uses an accelerator to produce an incident neutron beam
that can create a wavelength spectrum. The diffracted neutrons can be measured using
detector banks. The through-thickness resolution of the specimen can be specified using
a set of radial collimators in front of the detectors. Neutron diffraction is more reliable in
determining elemental composition than X-ray or electron beam methods and can detect
residual stresses beneath the surface of the investigated sample. However, significant
energy is required to produce the large number of neutrons needed. Smith et al. [206] used
neutron diffraction to measure the longitudinal and transverse residual stresses in pre-
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and post-annealed SS316L LPBF parts, as shown in Figure 38. Pant et al. [68] measured
bulk residual stresses in IN718 LPBF samples using the neutron diffraction technique. The
sensitivity of the measured interplanar distance for stress-free sample strains in the three
orthogonal directions could be attributed to the local variation in the microstructure defects.
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Electrochemical impedance spectroscopy (EIS) is used to analyze the effects of cor-
rosion on the microstructure and electrochemical behavior. The electrochemical value
measured at the electrode interface reflects the magnitude of the property, and the concen-
tration of chemical species is measured. The steady-state technique utilizes small signal
analysis and probe signal relaxation over various applied frequencies. The corrosion rate is
highly dependent on the microstructure, the difference between the constituent phases, and
the density of the beta-grain boundaries [206]. Due to the layered structure present in AM,
mechanical properties and corrosion resistance differ from those of standard manufacturing.
The corrosion resistance of LPBF samples is usually higher than that of standard manufac-
tured parts [206]. EIS is a quick and non-destructive method for analyzing corrosion effects
on LPBF-printed microstructures. However, accuracy depends on prior measurements and
developed models, which can be pretty complex. Zadeh et al. [207] confirmed using EIS
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that LPBF-printed parts have better corrosion performance than EBM due to the higher
charge transfer resistance of the LPBF-fabricated Ti6Al4V alloy at all immersion times.
Chen et al. [61] showed using EIS that the body fluid resistance (simulated body fluid
resistance between the working and the reference electrode) of the LPBF TiNi printed
sample is lower than that of the TiNi ingot. Still, the charge transfer resistance (resistance of
the electrode reaction) is higher than that of the ingot, showing better corrosion resistance.
Cheng et al. [147] investigated the effect of various passivation times on the structure and
the properties of the passivation film of an LPBF-printed IN718 sample using EIS. The
results imply that as the film formation time increases, the passive film becomes more
stable, containing fewer internal defects and better corrosion resistance.

Despite an expansive list of technologies and methods available for LPBF defect de-
tection, there are a myriad of other sensing technologies used that are not elaborated
on in this paper. Other sensing technologies used to detect, quantify and characterize
LPBF defects include: surface characterization tools (surface profilometers [208], Vickers
hardness testers [209] and Rockwell [210] hardness testers), optical imaging technologies
(X-ray ptychography (XRP) [211]), thermal sensing technologies (pulsed infrared thermog-
raphy (PIT) [212], thermoreflectance thermal imaging (TTI) [213] and thermal desorption
spectroscopy (TDS) [214]), acoustic and ultrasonic sensing technologies (scanning acoustic
microscopy (SAM) [215], spatially resolved acoustic spectroscopy (SRAS) [216], electromag-
netic acoustic transducer (EMAT) [217], and advanced ultrasonic backscatter technique
(AUBT) [218]) and other miscellaneous sensing techniques (Mott–Schottky (M-S) [219],
Raman spectroscopy (RS) [220], electrical resistance tomography (ER) [221], secondary ion
mass spectroscopy (SIMS), [222], atomic absorption spectroscopy (AAS) [223], replication
metallography (RM) [224], electronic speckle pattern interferometry (ESPI) [225], magnetic
force microscopy (MFM) [226], giant magneto resistive (GMR) sensors [227], alternating
current potential drop (ACPD) [228], magnetic Barkhausen noise (MBN) [229], and dye
penetrant testing (PT), [230]).

Other sensing technologies proven to detect metal welding defects but have yet to be
used in LPBF defect detection include X-ray computed laminography (CL), photocurrent
spectroscopy (PS), frequency modulated thermography (FMT), micro-laser line thermography
(µLLT), micro-laser spot thermography (µLST), Barker code laser infrared thermography
(BCLIT), scanning thermal microscopy (SThM), Golay-coded thermal wave imaging (GCTWI),
ultrasonic infrared thermography (UIT), magnetic flux leakage testing (MFL), magneto-acousto-
electrical tomography (MAET), tunnel magneto resistive (TMR) sensors, lateral shearing
interferometer (LSI), digital shearography (DS), alternating current field measurement (ACFM)
method, magnetic particles testing (MT), metal magnetic memory testing (MMM), bacterial
cells testing (BCT) ,and quantum dots fluorescent-penetrant testing (Qdots) [231].

4. Recommended Sensing Technologies for Defect Types

The aptitude of each explained sensing technology has positives and negatives in its
LPBF defect detection capabilities. The impetus for utilizing multiple sensing technologies
to identify LPBF defects is that certain sensing technologies excel in detecting specific inter-
nal and external defect types, while others excel in determining part chemical compositions
or overall density. LPBF part analysis typically involves combinations of destructive and
non-destructive technologies to maximize the amount of information on a print quality. De-
structive sensing technologies involve techniques that cause irreparable damage to the print
surface, thus making subsequent usages of the same sample incapable. Non-destructive
sensing technologies are the opposite, allowing for subsequent usage of the same sample
for analysis. This section explains the capabilities of each described sensing technology
from Section 3 to detect the LPBF defect types reported in Section 2 for optical, thermal,
acoustic, ultrasonic, and other miscellaneous techniques. Though many references are
available to identify a sensing technology’s capability to detect and analyze a specific defect,
only single references are provided in Tables 6–10 for each technology–defect connection
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in order of the provided checkmarks. The sample destructive technique or technology is
marked with an asterisk in the tables’ header.

4.1. Recommended Optical Sensing Techniques for Defect Types

Optical electron source techniques can detect and observe all presented defect types.
Alone, SEM technologies reportedly detect all defects except for vaporization defects.
SEM is the only current reported technology to detect balling, surface roughness, and
denudation surface-quality defects. Surface oxidation defects are detected by all-optical
techniques using an electron source except EBSD, with SEM, TEM, and EPS producing
images of surface oxidation behavior and XPS and EPMA producing surface chemical
composition hinting toward surface oxidation. LOF porosities can be detected using SEM
and TEM, while gas porosities can be captured using SEM. Keyhole porosities can be
visually captured using SEM and TEM, while EPMA quantitative chemical analysis maps
can hint at keyhole porosity formations. Liquation cracking can be observed using SEM
and chemically determined using EBSD and EDS. Solidification cracking can be observed
using SEM and chemically determined using EBSD. Delamination behavior can be visually
observed using SEM and chemically confirmed using EDS (EDX). Optical techniques using
an X-ray source can detect almost all defects. XCT can observe vaporization surface-quality
defects and all microstructural defects. Liquation cracking can be observed using XCT.
XRD can hint toward surface oxidation and surface roughness defects. XRD can also hint
towards gas porosities and delamination. Optical techniques using a visible light source
are reported to detect and observe all presented defect types.

Balling defects can be visually detected using OM and CLSM. OM can also detect
surface oxidation and vaporization. Surface roughness and denudation can be observed
using OM, CLSM, and DSLR. OM and CLSM can observe LOF porosities. OM can observe
gas and keyhole porosities. Liquation and solidification cracking can be detected using
OM and DIC. Delamination can be visually detected using CLSM and DSLR. Optical
techniques using other sources are reported to detect some surface-quality defects. Surface
oxidation can be detected using OES and APT. Surface roughness can be detected using
APT. Tables 6 and 7 summarize the possible sensing technologies for each defect using
optical techniques.

4.2. Recommended Thermal Sensing Techniques for Defect Types

Thermal techniques have been reported to detect many defects, excluding surface
oxidation, gas porosities, and delamination. Balling defects can be detected using IRTC.
STWIP can detect surface roughness. Denudation and vaporization defects can be report-
edly detected using TIC. LOF porosities can be detected using SWIR and SWTIP. Keyhole
porosities can be detected using IRTC, SWIR, and IPS. Liquation cracking and solidification
cracking can be detected using DSC. Table 8 summarizes the possible sensing technologies
for each defect using thermal techniques.

Table 6. Applicability of optical sensing technologies (electron source) to detect LPBF defects.

Defect Type Defect SEM TEM * EBSD EDS XPS EPMA

Surface-quality defects

Balling [6] ✓

Surface oxidation [46,58,65,76,109] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Surface roughness [50] ✓

Denudation [6] ✓

Vaporization [67] ✓

Microstructure defects

LOF porosities [20,61] ✓ ✓

Gas porosities [20] ✓

Keyhole porosities [8,24,57] ✓ ✓ ✓
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Table 6. Cont.

Defect Type Defect SEM TEM * EBSD EDS XPS EPMA

Mech. defects

Liq. cracking [29,64,232] ✓ ✓ ✓

Sol. cracking [29,65] ✓ ✓

Delamination [44] ✓ ✓

Table 7. Applicability of optical sensing technologies (X-ray, light, and other sources) to detect LPBF defects.

Defect Type Defect XCT XRD OM CLSM DSLR DIC OES * APT *

Surface-quality defects

Balling [12,191] ✓ ✓

Surface oxidation [11,82,108,128] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Surface roughness
[13,49,91,125,146] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Denudation [15,16] ✓ ✓ ✓

Vaporization [15,17] ✓ ✓

Microstructure defects
LOF porosities [59,66,191] ✓ ✓ ✓

Gas porosities [20,190,197] ✓ ✓ ✓

Keyhole porosities [98,156] ✓ ✓

Mech. defects
Liq. cracking [29,32,115] ✓ ✓ ✓

Sol. cracking [32,118,190] ✓ ✓ ✓

Delamination [17,33,191] ✓ ✓ ✓

Table 8. Applicability of other optical and thermal sensing technologies to detect LPBF defects.

Defect Type Defect TIC IRTC SWIR STWIP IPS DSC *

Surface-quality defects

Balling [25] ✓

Surface oxidation [82,128] ✓ ✓

Surf. roughness [158] ✓

Denudation [150] ✓

Vaporization [150] ✓

Microstructure defects
LOF porosities [155,159] ✓ ✓

Keyhole porosities [105,154,155] ✓ ✓ ✓

Mech. defects Sol. cracking [165] ✓

4.3. Recommended Acoustic and Ultrasonic Sensing Techniques for Defect Types

Acoustic and ultrasonic techniques have been reported to capture the majority of
reported defects. Acoustic techniques can detect surface quality, microstructure, and
mechanical defects, while ultrasonic defects can only detect microstructure and mechanical
defects. Balling surface-quality defects can be detected using AES and NRS. LOF porosity
microstructure defects can be detected using acoustic techniques such as FBG and NRS
and all ultrasonic techniques, including IU, LU, PU, RUS, and PAUT. Gas porosities can
be detected using IU and LU. Keyhole porosities can be detected using IU. Liquation and
solidification cracking can be detected using AES. IU and LU can detect solidification
cracking and delamination defects. Table 9 summarizes the possible sensing technologies
for each defect using acoustic and ultrasonic techniques.
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Table 9. Available ultrasonic sensing technologies to detect LPBF defects.

Defect Type Defect AES FBG NRS IU LU * PU RUS PAUT

Surface-quality defects Balling [173,181] ✓ ✓

Microstructure defects

LOF porosities [179,181,
182,187,191,200,202] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Gas porosities [183,187] ✓ ✓

Keyhole porosities [184] ✓

Mech. defects
Liq. cracking [168] ✓

Sol. cracking [170,184,189] ✓ ✓ ✓

Delamination [184,188] ✓ ✓

4.4. Recommended Miscellaneous Sensing Techniques for Defect Types

Other miscellaneous techniques can detect many of the mentioned defects. Surface oxida-
tion can be detected using CEMS and EIS. AFM and EIS can be used to detect surface roughness.
LOF porosities can be detected using ECT and ND. Keyhole porosities can be detected using
ECT. ECT can be used to detect solidification cracking. Table 10 summarizes the possible sensing
technologies for each defect using the mentioned miscellaneous techniques.

Table 10. Available miscellaneous sensing technologies to detect LPBF defects.

Defect Type Defect ECT AFM GP CEMS ND EIS

Surface-quality defects Surface oxidation [61,97] ✓ ✓

Surface roughness [146,207] ✓ ✓

Microstructure defects
LOF porosities [68,205] ✓ ✓

Keyhole porosities [205] ✓

Mech. defects Sol. cracking [205] ✓

5. Conclusions

The integrative potential of LPBF-printed parts for various innovative applications
depends upon the robustness and infallibility of the part quality. Eliminating or sufficiently
reducing factors contributing to the formation of defects is an integral step to achieving
satisfiable part quality. Many advanced sensing, modeling, and artificial intelligence
techniques have proven effective in characterizing, detecting, and monitoring defects.
Often, combinations of sensing techniques are applied to deepen the understanding of
the investigated phenomena. The AM-LPBF method continues to innovate and provide
solutions to part quality issues through these advanced sensing techniques.
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